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Board of Directors 
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400 West Sumitt Hill Drive 
Knoxville, Tennessee 37902 

Dear Mr. Dean: 

The Staff is concerned about performance deficiencies at TVA's nuclear facilities 

as indicated by a sustained and consistent history of poor performance and from 

a number of more recent events at TVA's nuclear facilities. Enclosed is a brief 

review and discussion of major performance areas upon which the Staff bases its 

concern. Please review the enclosed material and provide me with your comments 

and plans to resolve identified management and performance problems as soon as 

possible.  
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Executive Director for Operations 
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ENCLOSURE 1 

AREAS OF STAFF CONCERN 

This enclosure presents a number of areas in which TVA as a whole, and selected 

sites in particular, are perceived by the NRC staff as showing performance 

problems. Also, Section 5 of this enclosure contains information regarding the 

TVA managerial structure and experience levels.  

1.0 ALLEGATIONS AND TVA EMPLOYEE CONCERNS PROGRAM 

The NRC has received a number of allegations from TVA employees regarding a 

variety of issues surrounding quality assurance and control at TVA corporate 

offices and at the WVA nuclear sites. Most of the allegations have been re

ceived anonymously through either a Congressional staff member or by anony

mous telephone calls to NRC headquarters staff members. The staff believes 

these allegations indicate a lack of confidence in TVA management. Many 

allegers have claimed that WVA would take retaliatory actions if these concerns 

were expressed through the normal TVA process. Also, several allegations were 

received asserting that WVA had taken intimidating or reprisal type actions 

against certain employees.  

The allegations raise a number of questions and concerns. First, some of the 

allegations themselves raise safety issues that must be reviewed and evaluated.



Second, because many of the allegations brought to the NRC reflect previously 

identified issues which had been resolved by TVA, questions arise about TVA's 

ability to resolve safety questions for themselves. Third, because of the 

alleged reprisals and intimidations taken by TVA, the allegations raise ques

tion about TVA's overall philosophy and programs for dealing with employees 

while solving these safety concerns.  

Based on these concerns, NRC has underway a number of actions. Each allegation 

is being evaluated on its merits. This has involved NRC staff headquarters 

and Region II efforts. Also, the concerns have been sent to TVA for their 

evalIuati on.  

TVA met with NRC staff management to review the apparent ineffectiveness of 

their employe6 concern program and to discuss the .. ~ges NVA would be making 

to *hC ;r-r Although TVA concluded that all concerns that were 

raised within TVA had been resolved acceptably, TVA proposed to improve the 

employee concerns program through a number of actions.  

The staff recognizes that allegations from utility employees are not particu

larly unusual, especially for plants under construction. However the nature of 

the allegations and the degree to which employees expressed fear of reprisals 

from TVA, lead the staff to remain concerned about the adequacy of TVA programs 

in this area.



2.0 TVA SALP HISTORY 

The Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) has five units in operation at two sites 

and four units under construction at two other sites which were included in the 

three previous SALP evaluations of management effectiveness. At the beginning 

of the most recent appraisal period (1/1/83 - 2/29/84), all of the TVA sites 

had major weaknesses in certain areas. Facility evaluations during the most 

recent SALP assessment period were as follows: 

o The Sequoyah facility had improved in overall performance with improvement 

noted in three functional areas. Problems in emergency preparedness 

related to a weak organizational structure resulted in the rating decreas

ing from a Category 2 to a Category 3 in this functional area. Quality 

assurance weaknesses stemming primarily from problems in the management of 

the offsite audit organization resulted in this functional area perfor

mance rating continuing to be rated as a Category 3.  

The Watts Bar overall performance remained consistent from the previous 

SALP period with improvement in some areas but one major weakness was 

identified in support systems.  

The Bellefonte overall performance improved slightly from the previous 

SALP period with improvement noted in three functional areas.



o Browns Ferry overall performance remained acceptable, although all of the 

areas identified in the previous SALP as having major weaknesses (plant 

operation, radiological concerns, maintenance, security and safeguards, 

and quality assurance) still had major weakness and still needed add 4

tional management attention. Major weaknesses were also identified in 

refueling operations which required additional management attention. Based 

on continuing concerns as identified in the SALP process, TVA developed a 

Regulatory Performance Improvement Program (RPIP) to address the problems 

and to focus increased managemsent attention toward identifying and correct

ing the problems.  

Increised Regional effort was expended to monitor the progress of the 

Regulatory Improvement Program. A third resident inspector was assigned 

and a Regional supervisor conducted monthly on-site reviews of the licen

*we'* fiforts to affect improvement in performance. In addition, quar

terly eetings between senior Regional and licensee management were 

conducted. In spite of increased attention by management, the performance 

at Browns Ferry improved only marginally. It appears that the RIP is not 

significantly affecting performance as significantly as similar programs 

have at other Region I1 facilities (e.g., Brunswick, Grand Gulf and Turkey 

Point).  

A review of the TVA SALP retings history as indicated in the attached Table 1 

shows only a moderate level of overall improvement at Sequoyah and Bellefonte 

with no overall improvt-wnt at Watts Bar. In the case of Browns Ferry, overall



performance downtrend was noted with failure to demonstrate significant improve

ment in any of the areas that had previously been judged to need additional 

management attention.  

A review of the SAIP ratings history of two utilities with a comparable nuclear 

commitment is shown in Table 2 and 3. These tables indicate that the size of 

TVA need be neither a contributor to the low SAIP ratings nor an inhibitor to 

improving many function area ratings to a category 2 or 1.  

Figures 1 through 4 provide a summary of the number of Region II facilities 

that received a category 1, 2 or 3 rating in each of the same functional areas.  

Comparison of the Region II facilities with TVA SAIP HISTORY indicates that, as 

a utility, TVA has only one facility rating above at-erage (Sequoyah), two 

facilities rating about average (Bellefonte and Watts Bar) and one facility 

rating below average (Browns Ferry).  

Overall the staff considers that TVA's performance has been marginally satis

factory and has improved in some functional areas while remaining relatively 

weak in others. Management involvement is marginally improving with some 

noticeable effect at Bellefonte, Sequoyah, and Watts Bar, while Browns Ferry 

has failed to demonstrate significant improvement in any of the functional 

areas indicating the continued need for a high level of NRC and TVA attention.



3.0 REVIEW OF ENFORCEMENT HISTORY 

A review of TVA enforcement history was performed focusing on management 

related violations and severity levels over the last four years (July 1981 to 

June 1985). A violation or deviation was designated as management related if 

it matched one of the following general areas: 

Inadequate Control Systems/Procedures 

No Procedure available (where appropriate to havejpe) 

Quality Assurance Programatic Problems 

Inadequate Evaluations 

Inadequate Design 

Inadequate Testing Procedures 

Inadequate Scheduling and Followup of Comitrents 

Timeliness of Corrective Actions 

aritprring Violations 

These areas were chosen to indicate programatic review standards set by 

management for procedure quality, evaluation and implementation along with 

the utilities problem followup/resolution intensity.  

Figure 5, 6, 8 and 9 compare TVA with only one other utility with a similar 

nuclear commitment in terms of number of units. The large discrepancies in 

the quantitative values presented in these figures may not be as striking if a 
greater number of utilities were compared. Figure 7 is an attempt to compare 

TVA enforcement history at the site level to a greater number of utilities.



Figure 5 compares the total number of violations at TVA facilities to that of 

a utility with comparable nuclear commitment. TVA has received over one 

thousand violations in the past four years which is greater than twice as many 

violations as that received by the other utility. Figure 6 provides the same 

total violations comparison on a unit basis. Figure 6 also highlights the 

violation history for each TVA site/unit and denotes Browns Ferry as the weaker 

site in need of continuer' management attenition.  

Figure 7 shows the operations phase violations/utility/site and indicates that 

TVA operating sites-have received three times as many violations as the national 

average (23) and twice as many as the Region 11 average (35) during the period 

of September 1983 to February 1985. The staff recognizes that this comparison, 

on a per site basis has a slight bias against those sites with multiple units.  

Nonetheless, we believe this overall comparison is basically valid:.  

Figure 8 analyzes the civil penalty Sistory of TVA and compares it to another 

utility of similar nuclear commitment. Over the four year time period, TVA had 

14 civil penalties with a total dollar value of $910,625 compared to four civil 

penalties with a dollar value of $134,000 for the other utility.  

Figure 9 analyzes the civil penalty history of TVA and compares it to another 

large utility. TVA has had 39.1 percent of its violations fall into one of the 

previously described management related areas while the other utility only had 

20.7 percent.  

The disproportionate magnitude of violations, number and severity level of 

civil penalties, and management related nature of the violations when compared 

to other utilities serves to highlight the overall management weakness.



4.0 TVA OPERATING EXPERIENCE 

The staff has performed a review of the operating histories of the Browns Ferry 

Units 1, 2 and 3 and Sequoyah Units 1 and 2 to determine how the types of 

events, and frequency of malfunctions reported compared to other plants. The 

body of information examined included the precursor study, "Precursors to 

Potential Severe Core Damage Accidents: 1969-1979 and 1980-1981, A Status 

Report", reactor trip and ESF actuation compilations from the AEOD 1984 Semi

Annual Reports and previous staff reviews, Abnormal Occurrences (NUREG/CR-0900) 

from 1980 through the third quarter 1984 and recent reports on operating events 

at TVA plants. Several measu-'es relating to operating experience for the TVA 

plants were then compared to those of several other plants of similar type and 

age. The aim was to determine if TVA's operating facilities performed differ

ently.  

The precursor study stated that two of the most significant incidents in 

nuclear power plant operating history have occurred at Browns Ferry, namely the 

fire at Browns Ferry Unit 1 (1975) and the partial scram at Unit 3 (1980).  

While other BWRs of a similar age such as Brunswick Units 1 and 2 have had more 

precursor events, none were judged to have as significant an impact on core 

melt potential as the Browns Ferry Units 1 and 3 events.  

The staff believes that the scram rates and the number of ESF (Engineered 

Safety Features) actuations are measures of plant reliability and performance.



The data on plant trips from 1980 to 1984 indicates that with the exception of 

1984, the Browns Ferry units pnerally are above similar plants and the 

industry average in the number of automatic reactor trips (scrams) per year.  

From 1980 through 1983, the Sequoyah units have demonstrated a scram rate 

#uý,roximitely equal to the average for all PWRs. However, in 1984, both 

Sequoyah Units 1 and 2 show a higher than average scram rate.  

A review of ESF actuations from January 1, 1984 through June 30, 1984 indicates 

that the Sequoyah units have experienced a much higher number than comparable 

PWRs. Similar high numbers of ESF actuations at Browns Ferry did not occur.  

The large number of these actuations would indicate that the plant staff was 

not effectively diagnosing or correcting the causes.  

A roviow nf AhnnrmAl Occurrences from 1980 through the third quarter 1984 

indicated that two AC's were reported in 1984 at Browns Ferry Unit 1, none at 

the similar BWR plants. In addition, very recently (1985) Browns Ferry experi

enced a significant event dealing with an anomaly in the reactor vessel water 

level instrumentation. While other plants have reported two AOs, at Brunswick 

Units 1 and 2 (1981 and 1983) and Quad Cities Units 1 and 2 (1982 and 1983), 

only Browns Ferry had two AOs in one year. Civil penalties were levied for 

both Browns Ferry AOs. Brunswick and Quad Cities each received a civil penalty 

for one of their two AOs. Deficiencies in management were specifically identi

fied in one of the Brunswick and Quad Cities AOs.



No AOs have been reported at Sequoyah during its operating life. However, the 

incore probe seal table leak event in 1984 has been identified as a significant 

concern involving a major breakdown in administrative controls which is under

going continued staff evaluation. Of the other comparison PWRs, only Farley 

had an AO reported (1982) and received a civil penalty.  

An assessment of the AO compilation does not indicate that either Browns Ferry 

or Sequoyah are very different from similar plants. However, because both 

Browns Ferry AOs and the Sequoyah seal table event occurred in 1984, it is 

appartit 'hat the TVA plants experienced greater operating difficulties of a 

significant nature that year than in previous years. No other utility has 

had this number of significant events in one year.  

The staff notes that there have been a host of other operational events that 

have occurred at TVA plants that serve to further illustrate their operational 

problems. These are briefly described in Table 4.  

In summary, it appears TVA has encountered operational problems at a greater 

frequency than most other facilities.  

5.0 Management Structure and Experience 

The NRC staff has ieveloped an experience profile of TVA management by position 

and compared this TVA profile with the experience profile in similar positions 

in two other utilities that have a comparable nuclear commitment. These



comparisons are illustrated in Tables 5 thru 15. These profiles generally 

indicate that even though TVA was an early leader in commitment to nuclear 

power, the current management both at "corporate" and at individual plants is 

weak in total nuclear experience and in actual operating experience in a 

nuclear plant. Even though Regulatory Guides and ANSI Standards provide little 

guidance on management qualifications, the NRC staff is of the view that there 

is a relationship between plant performance and the nuclear operating experi

ence or b'ackground of key managers. Corporate leaders with a strong nuclear 

backgrouind insure that enough key positions both at the plant and corporate 

have sufficient nuclear experience to be successful in the position, and to be 

able to use their personal experience in analyzing problems and making deci

si ons.  

During the past 5-6 years, TVA has lost a number of key managers (eight) 

(Assistant Plant Superintendent and above) with extensive nuclear and operating 

experience. TVA has also lost a numiber of licensed reactor operator and SRO's 

to other utilities. The key managers generally would meet the experience 

profile that we associate with ýn above average plant or utility. As'a result 

of private discussions with some of these individuals, we believe this loss of 

key personnel was due to a combination of salary limits and other fringe 

benefits as a result of being federal employees, and TVA previous policies 

which result in promotion of persons to middle and upper level management 

positions regardless of their nuclear experience profiles. Past TVA policy 

that prevented onsite engineers from being licensed as RO/SRO's also appears to 

have contributed to the loss of personnel with nuclear experience. Previously 

all RD and SRO candidates were selected from nondegreed individuals.



A review of TVA organizational structure when compared with the other sample 

utilities indicates significant differences. The two major differences involve 

span of control and assignment of essential technical support services such as 

engineering design and construction. These technical support services are not 

an integral part of the line organization. Accordingly, this support is not 

under line management's control. It is not until the TVA structure reaches the 

senior vice president level (i.e., Manager, Power and Engineering) that all 

required technical services are centralized. At this level the office func

tions include both nuclear and non-nuclear activities. This structure could be 

a prime factor in the apparent lack of timely response and effectiveness for 

resolution of potentially significant safety issues.  

The staff notes that TVA has recently undertaken reorganizations at each of 

its operational sites (including Watts Bar) to effect more timely resolution 

of potential safety issues. This action is essentially a decentralization of 

plant-specific engineering staff deemed necessary to support the operating 

staff. TVA may not have yet had time to demonstrate this as a viable option 

to solve management's problem. The staff is cautiously encouraged by this 

action.  

TVA has initiated some policy changes that in time should correct the weak

nesses in nuclear and operating experience of some of the lower levels of 

management. TVA has changed the salary structure for licensed RO's and SRO's 

to be competitive with the nuclear industry. This has reduced turnover of this 

group. They are slowly rebuilding their core of RO's and SRO's at Browns 

Ferry, but extensive overtime is still required during certain evolutions.



Both Sequoyah and Watts Bar have a sufficient number of RO and SRO's to meet 

work demands without relying an excessive overtime. TVA has initiated a 

program that will result in some Sh~ift Technical Advisors (STA) and other 

engineers being licensed as an SRO, and be fully qualified as an assistant 

shift engineer. The first small group is scheduled to complete this program in 

mid 1986. A similar program is underway for current SRO's to obtain a degree.  

Compensation for RO's and SRO's has been increaged. The total compensation of 

a few SRO's at Browns Ferry with overtime pay was on par with the Plant Manager's 

salary the last two years. Salaries of middle level managers have also been 

increased, however, the limits on federal salaries continues to limit TVA's 

ability to competitively recruit and retain both middle and upper level managers 

for key positions.  

In summary, while some efforts appear to have been made to improve TVA's lower 

level management recruitment and compensation, we believe there is a signifi

cant lack of nuclear operations experienced key managers and this deficiency 

could be a prime cause for the problems being encountered throughout the TVA 

organization.



atlng CategOY 

(SAILP CYCLE) 

Solis and Foundation 
Containment. oec.  
Piping Systems and Supports 
Safety Related Components 
Support Systems 
Elect. Pwr and Dist.  
Inst. and Control Systems 
Licensing Activities 
Qual ity Assurance Program 
Praop/Construct ion Testing 

Rating Category 

(SALP CYCLE) 

Plant Operations 
Radiological Controls 
Na intenance 
Surve I lance 
fire Protect ion 
Emergency Prepa redness 
Security and Safeguards 
Refue IIng 
Licensing Activities 
Quality Assurance Program

Watts Bar 

Ill IV 

NR I 
MR 2 
2 2 
2 MR 
2 3 
2 2 
2 MR 
2 2 
3 2 
2 2

Browms Ferry 
Ill I 

3 3 
3 3 

2 2 
2 
2 2 
3 3 1 3 
2 2 
3 3

Bellefonte 

III IV 

"a sR 
2 2.  
3 2 
2 2 
NR 2 
2 2 
2 1 
2 MR 
2 2 
3 2 

Sequoyah 

III IV 

2 2 
2 1 
2 1 
1 1 

MR I 
2 3 
3 2 
2 1 
2 2 
3 3

MR - Not Rated

TABLE 1



CONPARADLE UTILITY SALP HISTORY

Rating Cetegory 

(SALP CYCLE) 

Sells and foundation 
Coeainment etc.  
Piping Systems 'Gnd Supports 
Safety Related Components 
Support Systems 
Elect. Power Supply and Dist.  
Inst. and Control Systems 
Licensing Activities 
Quail ty Assurance Program 

Rating Category 

(SALP CYCLE) 

Plant Operations 
Radiological Controls 
Na intenne 
Surveillance 
fire Protection 
Emrgency Preparedness 
Security and Sareguards 
Refuel ing 
ticenting AMtlvi;ies 

1uality Assurance Program

Site I 

.iII IV 

"R HR 
2 2 
1 2 
NR 2 

2 2 
2 2 
2 2 
1 1

Site 2 

Is 

NR HR 
1 
2R 
2 1 
1 
2

Site 2 

Io II IV 

2 1 3 
1 1 2 
1 1 2 
I 2 2 

2 1 2 
1 1 1 
2 1 2 
-- 2 1

Site 3 

II Ill 

2 2 
2 2 
1 1 
2 3 
2 NM 
1 2 
1 1 1 1 
2 *2

OR - NOt Rated

TABLE 2"



r o t UTILITY SALF MIST~

Ratiev Category 

(SNILP cvctaI 

Sells and leswmatiem 
Containmenet etc.  
Npip g Systems MWn Suipports 
Safrety SMeSated Cotmenets 
Surpport Systems 
Elect. Powr Supply a"d Sllt.  
last. ea" Control systems 
Liceesim, Actsvitles 
QWI Bty Assureance Ping re 
IPreep/Const. lestilu 
tovir. P'roj.Ilindep Masesure 
Inadielegical Cont.  
Maleiseect is. Pfregra 
fire 1Protecties 
Security 
I[eMI RgaCY PreperedmeGss 

LIMPF CYCLE 3 
10a0"t Operatioess 
ftedielegical Controls 
Ifta Ifteance 
Survel I Mauce 
fire tFretmctieus 
tin-geacy Preparedness 

Secrity ead Safeguards 
mfet" i fe 
ticeasi fe Activities 
4111MOty Assurance Pu~eoeu 

(SALP CYELE 5 

Pleet operations 
11adlelegical controla 
oftiateasuce 
Serve AISI eame 
lire Protection
too-amgey 1Preperaduess 
Security aMW Sefeguerds 
1110"M Ilto 
timssIftg Activities 
1b I Iup Aseueae - Prm eegrow 
1PreeperetioefeloSst/so test 

Wa - lot Iatsed

site I 

If lot IV 

m go m 
1 2 2 
2 2 *2 

2 3 2 
ma 3 2 
3 3 2 
2 an 2 
2 1 .2 
2 3 2 
2 3 3 

2 2 -2 
lot so I 
mm mm 3 
m -I 2 
mm m 2 

site 3

Site 2 

II MI IV 

"It ma MR 
2 2 2 
2 2 3 
2 3 3 
2 3 2 
2 3 2 
2 OR 2 
2 1 2 
3 3 3 
Ma 3 2 
NR 2 -R 
Ma 2 2 

Site 4

is III IV 1i oil iV

3 2 
3 2 
2 3 
2 2

site 5 

of $if IV 

2 2 2 
3 2 2 

2 2 2 
2 2 2 

2 2 3 
I

I 2 3 
2 2 2 
2 2 2 
2 1 1 
2 1 2 
2 2 1 
2 1 1 

m OR 2 

Slite 6 

I I off I V 

m 2 3 
2 2 2 
2 1 2 
3 3 2 
2 2 2 
2 2 2 
3 3 2 
-R I I 

MR 2 2 
2 mS 2 
OR 2 2

TARIF A



TABLE 4 

RECENT OPERATING EXPERIENCES

Inspection Report 

Browns Ferry 

80-24 

80-32 

80-35 

81-28 

81-14 

81-17 

82-23 

82-46 

83-02/82-48 

83-18 

83-27 

62-40 

63-33 

03-36

83-43/03-46

Event 

Inadequate heat transfer on straps for 
reactor level lines lead to erroneous 
indications.  

Failure of rods to fully insert on reactor 
scram-Unit 3.  

Nisoriented fuel bundles during operation.  

Flooding of *A" RWM pump room.  

Primary leek Unit 3.  

Personnel Overexposure.  

Loss of Secondary Containment leads to all 
units shutdown, major problems found.  

Unisolabie feedwater leak, Unit 1.  

Loss of shutdown cooling event.  

Reactor vessel head lifted during safety 
injtection, drywell flooded with 44,000 gal.  
of primary coolant.  

Fuel loaded in fuel racks that wete not 
tested for boral.  

Backup Cont,ol Center operability not 
verified since original construction.  

IGSCC identified by inspectors; not the 
licensee, licensee had already completed 
inspections as satisfactory.  

APAN pain adjustments made Incorretly, A 
factor out of spec.  

Use of in dquately designed NSIV tailpipe 
vacuum relief valves during operation.

Failure of SOWV level switch due to 
inadequate design and Surveillance.



Inspection IMeort 

83-44 

83-55 

64-02 

84-07 

84-07 

84-07 

84-20 

84-20 

84-20 

84-34 

65-13/5-15 

84-45 

85-08/6S-12 

85-25 

85-21/5-26

Sequoyah 

84-24 

NIC 02011

Event 

Personnel overexposure.  

EECV/Ditesel generator HEX inadequate design.  

Improper reactivity control, ISCS/RON 
inoperable.  

Non-conservative Kf factor in computor, used 
for NCPI calculations.  

Both CAD system inoperable, used for LOCA.  

Failure of shutdown cooling suction valve.  
prevented cooling down reactor.  

Cable separation problem; WS/PCI system.  

Diesl Generator parallel operation not 
possible due to inadequate design.  

Shutdown board roo cooling inadequate design 
during accident scenario.  

Core spray overpressurlization event.  

eactor vater level problem - Unit 3.  

MO inoperable on startups Unit 3.  

Nmerous limitorque valve failures.  

HPCX valve inoperable; timing problem and 
PCIS valve inoperable for core spray system.  

HPCI torus suction valve motor incorrectly 
vired.  

Inadequate torus Nos. mhagars and suports 
d snubbe, Inadeqout 79-02 and 79-14 

Inspections. Nessive rework required.

Seal Table [vnt.  

Containmnt Pressure Transmitters.



SEISIOS MNAGEMEIST

ii 
w 

'p 

6 

11 
iz 

ii
UTILITY I

27*6 0 
27 7 10 0 

31 V 18 0 

41 35 16 0 
3* 31 1 0 

S26 4 0 
a

• Ihear/smsm bard 

Pvesidet aud Chief Opertimel 
Officer 
Izocvtiwo Vice Presidwt •,sagv I~qagi*wist 
vice Presideft Dtsip/Imim..r 

Nase. Coustructiou/ 
Vice Pestiden Camstnietios 

Nuew Pulp Operstiess/ 
Vice Presidst as ". hip 

eSUs Nuclear Pgw/ 
Via Preidem Nu •ler Pi.0 Oi•ecter. Nuclear Services/ "O1, 4tr. Nuilear SUOSS 

Nialer L gemt iagO m Risks 
• sar finemace gIc4ieeral N P~ltelelliCal ftelth 

Directer Owelity Asnaesce 
Chief Treamliq

Sqsivaleece Treimi 
Liwesed Or Prev. Lie) 
Ibevim* Is Spcialty thst Is 

Islatid to fterstifts Uelear 
gwris1ce anti"

lI 
n •

TABLE S

iii I*

TVAe

n 3 330

3 .M 

36 36 1 
a 23 10 8

"OS 0es0 

0



SITE PIA$EAGEPENT

UTILITY X

TABLE 6

I 200 

3 34 

£EIL

C 4 

* z 

A 

* i mi ! 
* i6 
* .- S -6 

e - - be 
oi *-

Srowns Ferry

32 32 22 1% Site Director/General Naansr.  

Nuclear StatlilSe 

,, 19. too, Design Services Manager/ 

24 24 24 0 elSiP asater/ 

Is IS .10 0 Site Services Ilamager/ 

13 1 10 0 Nedificatleo Manager/ 

1s 2 1f a so ft*apr/

Z20 20 8

"510 IIVI1vlntcy Training 

00 SO Licensed

Q Isperieftc In S1ecialt %Mat Is related to Oerating nuclear experience on 

0i"'.

SiTll I



STE ?IANGEMNENT
%

TVA 

__ K adD 
*,1q 

Q1 I

TABLE 7

UTILITY X 

1C 

IL I. L ID 
C X' XI c 

C w 
V 1 V1 = : 

3% OM C 
£ I UIO

Browns Ferry SITE 1

1S 10 10 4 *Plant Manager/Plant Manager" 20 11 20 -6 
14 9 14 7 oper. & Engineer Supt./Operations Supt." - 22 16 16 

31 31 17 17 -Opers. Supv.io,,ratlons Eno." -0 22 16 16 

14 7 14 6 Engineer Group Supv./Tech. Serv. Supt. 13 13 13 13 
Project Engineer 

26 17 17 3 "alnt. Supt.Iftint. Supt.' 16 13 13 0 

23 12 12 0 Nech. Naint. Supv./Nech. Maint. Engineer 24 16 0 

14 6 6 *Elect. Maint. Supv.  
11 11 11 " nstr. Iaint. Supv./I&E Engineer 16 30 16 

7 7 7 Plan. & Scheduling Supv.  

16 7 16 HP Supervisor/Station HP 22 22 Sai
I

Y71-17 %24a 31 156 157 38

*SNO Equivalence Training 
"SRO Licensed (or Prev. Lic) 

Experience in Specialty that Is 
0 Related to Operating 4uclear 

Experience Onsite



TABLE 8
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UTILITY X

1" .  
L C 

C 

C .  

CL

SITE 2

4 Site Director 

3 *Plant Manger/Station Manager" 

5 "•Oer. and Engr. Supt./Oper. Supt.*" 

(D "Oper. Supv./Ooer. Eng.*" 
4 *Eng. Group Supv./Preformance Engineer' 

ZAs Maint. Supt./Supt. of Maint.* 

O *'Mech. Malnt. Supv./mech. Maint. Eng. * 

@Elect. Malnt. Supv.  
S'Instr. Maint. Supv./I&E Engineer* 

Plan. & Schedul. Supv./Plannlng Engr.*"

12 

is 

12

11.11 11 •= 

11 11 11 i 

12 12 1 
127 120 145Supervtsor/Station Health Physicist 

1

$SRO Equivalence Training 
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SITE MANAGEMENT

UTILITY X
TVA

TABLE 9

IA 
1.  

, U 

~ -IL

WATTS BAR
SITE 3

S 17 S 173j7 " Dits r iecstor oA 

22 2Z 8 Pant 14nager/StatiOn Manager" 27 s2 1, 17 

BS IS 14 18 3 'Oper. & Engineer. Suct./Operatiofns SuPt"* 22 
1 8 1 

-w 20 20 12 1 "Operations SUPV./(.'; g Atlng Engineer" 19 13 19 13 

es 16 15 13 0 'Engineer. Group Suov./Perfoimaflce Engineer* 14 12 9 7 

es 13 13 13 0 Maintenance Supt.C!uPt- of Maintenance 26 19 10 3 

BS 16 16 12 0 'Mech. Maint. Supv./Mach. Maint. Engineer 1s 11 11 0 

BS 10 10 10 1 Elect. Maintenance Supv. 18 13 13 11 

SS 12 8 12 Instr. Maint. Supv./I&E Engineer IS 11 13 7 

Plan. & Schedule Supv./Planning Engineer 
13 1 17 

17 HP Supervisor/Station Health Physicist 
19 19 17 __

14 124 115

*SRO Equivalence Training 
**SRO Licensed (on Prev. Lic) 

Experience in Specialty That is 

0Related to Operating Nuclear 
Experience Onsite
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UTILITY Y

SENIOR -ANAGEMENT

r . 31

TABLE 10

27 25 6 0 General Mgr./Chair./President/ 
Mgr. Nuc. Safety 

27 27 10 0 Mgr. Power and Engineering/ 

Exec. Vice President 

31 27 18 0 Manager Engineering 

41 35 16 0 Manager Construction/ 

3R 38 8 0 Mgr. Power Operations/Exec.  
Vice Pres/Fossil Operations 

26 26 4 0 Mgr. Nuclear Power/V.P. Nuclear

Director, Nuclear Services/ 
Asst. V.P. Nuclear Services

17 6 17 0 Ngr. Licensing & Risks/Asst. V.P.  
Eng. & Lic.  

19 13 1S 5 *Mgr. Maint./Maint. Mgr.  

31 21 31 12 Mgr. Rad. Health/Dir. Rad. Prot.  

21 17 21 0 Dir. Quality Assurance/Dir. QA 

27 8 19 3 Chief Training/Prod. Trn. Mgr.

SRO 

0

* a a

28 yes 
Su.&Opn.

30 

- Extensive Nuclear 

25 25 17 yes SP 
Su.&Opn.  

35 24 yes P1 
Su.&Opn. St 

11 yes 
Sta. Nuc.  

eng.  

14+ 14 yes 
Sta. Nuc.  

eng.  
a - 9 yes 

. - 15 0 
22
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TABLE 11

Browns Ferry

UTILITY x 

16D 

w~ #A_ 

W.;L 
* N 

taw w L 
IL 0 

SITE 4

15 10 10 *4 *Plant Nanager/Plant Manager 22 22 13 13 
14 9 14 7 *OpeP. & Engineer Supt,/Supt. Prod.** 15 15 12 12 
31 31 17 17 "Opers. Supv. /Asst. Supt. Oper." 16 16 16 10 
14 7 14 6 Enlin.er Group Supv./Asst. Supt. Tech. 1s 15 

lerv.** 
26 17 17 3 *Maint. Supt. / Asst. Supt. Maint. 12 12 5 5 
23 12 12 0 *ech. Maint. Supv. / Master Mechanic 13 13 18 13 
14 6 -6 *'Elect. Maint. Supv./ Master Electrician 10 29 6 6 
11 11 11 'Instr. Maint. Supv./ Master I&C 13 13 13 13 
7 7 71 Plan. & Scheduling Supv.  
16 7 16 HP Supervisor/ Rad Chem Supv. 7 7 7 7

171 117 1Z4 a 31 123 142 98 87

*SRO Equivalence Training 
"SRO Licensed (or Prev. Lic) 

Experience in Specialty that is 
Q Related to Operating Nuclear 

Experience Onsite

yes 
yes 
no 
yes 

yes 
yes 
yes 
,yes 
yes 
yes



SITE MANAGEMENT

TABLE 12

TVA

Brons Ferry

11 10 10 4 *Plant Manager / Station Manager" 
14 9 14 7 'Oper. & Engineer Supt. / Supt. Prod." 
31 31 17 17 .opers. Supv. / Asst. Supt. Opn..  
14 7 14 6 Engineer Group Supv. / Asst. Supt.  

Tech. Support" 
26 17 17 3 alnitt. Supt. / Asst. Supt. Maint.  
23 12 12 0 '1ach. Kaint. Supv. / Master Mech.  
14 6 6 'Elect. Naint. Supv./ Master Elec.  
11 11 11 "'Instr. Naint. Supv./ Master I&C 
7 7 7 j Plan. & Scheduling Supv.  

16 7 16 NP Supervisor / Rad. Chem. Supv.  

171 117 124 U -31 

*SRO Equivalence Training 
*"SRO Licensed (or Prey. Lic) 

Experience in Specialty that is 
0 Related to Operating Nuclear 

Experience Onsite

35 35 18 18 3 
15 15 21 15 3 
15 15 15 15 3 
21 21 17 17 3 

12 12 8 8 ,1 

21 15 21 15 u 
6 6 6 6j 

21 15 15 15 

7 7 1.3 7 , 

153 141 134 115
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16 
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yes 
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no 
no 
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yes 

yes
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TABLE 13

&"% -

o w w 
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SITE 6

- 32 32 IS 4 Site Director/ 

ES 20 20 17 3 *Plant Manger/Station Manager** 24 24 24 

iS 20 20 12 5 "Oper. and Engr. Supt./Supt. Prod.** 18 18 18 

b 21 21 122 Q Oper. Supv./Asst. Supt. Opn.** 12 12 19 

IS 11 S 11 4 eEng. Group Supv./Asst. Supt. Tech. Serv** 16 16 16 

IS 16 16 8 Z Ps laint. Supt.d Asst. Supt. Maint. 14 14 14 

IS 2 12 9 N Mech. Maint. Supv.I/ Master Mech.* 9 9 7 

IS 10 10 10 Elect. Haint. Supv./ Master Elect. 36 28 14 

as 9 9 ( *Instr. Naint. Supv./ Master I&C** 10 10 7 

Plan. & Schedul.  

AS 11 1S i) ultupervisor/ Rid. Chem. Supv.* 9 9 19 
NO I!i 14. T 140 Ila

15 yes 

15 yes 

12 yes 

7 yes 

8 yes 

7 yes 

14 no 

6 yes 

9 yes
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TABLE 14

UTILITY Y 

-" 

*Oft 

AL SD V 
X~ & 

SITE 7

- 32 32 1S 4 Site Director 

ES 20 20 17 3 *Plant Nanger/.Sta. Ngr.** 26 

IS 20 20 12 5 tOper. and Engr. Supt./Supt. Prod." 19 

a 21 21 12 Q) "Oper. Supv./Asst. Supt. OPN** 9 

IS 11 .S 11 4 *Eng. Group Supv./kst. Supt. Tech.Supt.**16 

IS 16 16 8 2. Maint. Supt./Asst. Supt. Maint. 14 

IS 12 12 9 0 "ech. laint. Supv.dMaster Mach. 14 

IS 10 10 10 Elect. Plaint. Supv./Master Elect. 23 

IS g 9 6 *Instr. Maint. Supv./Master I&L 19 

Plan. & Schedul.  

AS )1 .1 L84* HSupervisor/ RAO. Chem. SUpv. 26 
10I n 96 1" 1 af

22 y 

19 y 

9 y 

16 y 

4 y 

14 y 

15 y 

11 y

26 13 y 
1M 13

SRO Equivalence Training "O0 Licensed (on Prev. Lic) 

0 Experience in Specialty that is related to operating nuclear experience onsite
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SITE MANAGEMENT

UTILITY Y

TABLE 15

aft 

Quo 

Go 

so w 
goo 

Z.

to 

T

WATTS BAR

IS 17 S 17 6 
IS 22 22 S 0 
55 2S 24 28 3 
4ba 20 20 12 1 
95 IS 15 13 0 
IS 13 13 13 0 
IS 16 16 12 0 
Is 10 10 10 %a 

15 12 5 12 - 14 

A 17 6 17 Q 
143 1Z4 Alb 4J

*'Site Director 
*Plant Manager/ Sta. Supt.** 
'Oper. & Eng. Supt./Supt. Prod.  
'Operations Supv../ Assit. Supt. Opn.** 
*Eng. Group Supv./Asst. Supt. Tech. Serv.** 
Maintenance Supt./ Asst. Supt. Maint.** 
*Mech. 1laint. SupvyMaster Mech.  
Elect. Maintenance Sumv./ Master Elec.  
Instr. Maint. Supv./ Master I&C** 
Plan. & Schedule Supv.a 
HP Supervisor/Rad. Chili. Supv.

20 22 16 
vacant

8yo

2Z 22 22 9 ye 
17 12 12 8 y 
18 18 14 8 ye 
29 24 13 8 n 
15 14 10 4 ye 
11 11 .7 1 y 

11 10 9 3 y3 
143 131 103 49
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Experience in Specialty That Is 
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FUNCTIONAL AREA COMARISON 
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